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Commente on WSC Staff Draft of Parts I and IT of I'S Programs for National
Becurity ,

1. We consider this draft HSC paper of such great importance that we have
sarefully analysed it, in the 1light of the (IA comtribution in draft appendix A{SE-13),
Ave comments are in two groupst (a) major deficiencies of the present draft as s
whole, which would reqire substantial rewritings and (b) specific comienis on a
paragraph by paragraph basis, with reccummended gltarnzie wording where foasible, It

iz possible that owxr major comments sre nore arplicable to the fortteomlng Part 11T

{Programs), than to Parts I and II, but we believe that, if corract, they also re-
recognize
quire charges in Parts I and IT. Morsover, we /that owr comments Jdeal as much with

polioy as with intelligence problens, and thus might go beyond GIAts proper role in
. the NSC Staff. However, these pollcy considerations are derived directly from
the intellizence ﬁ:mlicationé of the probable world situstion, as outlined by CiA's

contribution, and thus may be perfectly lezitimate for CIA to raise,
1. BRCAD COMMENTS OW PARTS I AWD 1T,
A, The Proposed US Strategy is not sdequate to ncet the Probobly Situation,

aL
1, A-eesand najor defisiency of the present cdraft is that the basic US stratery

proposed in Part IT may well be insufficlent to cops adegeately with the deteriorating
situation pased in Part I, The two malor conclusions of Part II - that we rhould con—
tinue our present strate;y of building sn adequate positiom of strength and that we
should aet cautiously to avoid war until we have achieved this position -~ are both
sound as Tar as Lhey go. But how about the timing of our programs? ¥Ue are on "the
rizht course® in proceeding to tuild uwp owr strength, but in view of the critical

world situation forecast in Part I are we proceeding fast enocugh on this cowss?

2. Pari I makes the following major poinmtsi (a) that overall Soviat orbit
strongth will inersase substantially over the next two years, perhaps more than
previcusly sétim’wds {b) that t he dangsr of general war, elther through miscaleulation
or deliberate Soviet action will be more acute than ever beforej (d)}that Western Burope
will #1111 not be defensible even by mid-15%:3 and (3} that the Western position in the
Bear and Far Zast will remain precarious, and may well sericusly deterlorate. %o not
these conciusions call into question the basic conclusion in para, 39 of Part I (on
page 25) that if general war can Le avoided through nid=1953 we will "have psassed
safely throush the most critical and dangerous peried? While US and FATO rearma-ent

will have narrowed ths ; ap between Wesbern and Soviet strength in being, will we, in
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view of the sbove {actors, have reac v @1d-1953 such a position of strength that

the most critical and dangerous period will have passed?

3, Although GIA does not know enough about projected US programs 4o definitively
challenge Part I's conclusion, we feel able from an intelligence point of view to
challenge it on several grounds, First, for the reasons given in Section B belaw, we
queation whether the most critical per’od will hawe passed until a sizeable area of
Western Europe is secure from Soviet aseaulty Second, the growth of Soviet, Chiness
Communist, and Satellite strength (including Sovist atomlc capabilities agalnst the
U8 and its allies and Soviet air defense copabilitiss) may be such over the next two
years as to largely offsst any increased Western capabllities and to leave us relatively
1itble betber off than we are now. Paragraph Bd of thefiralt 1-plicitly rrcognized this
poseibility, so far as US and Soviet atomle eapabilities and air defenses are con-
cerned, by calling for estimstes on fhese eritical points., Third, in the absence of
@m vigorous countermmamues in the Wear and Far East, the already precarious Téstern
position may well seriously deteriorate, although it is uncertain how vital any losses
in these areas wight be, Finally, there may still be an acuie danper of general war
after mid-1953, for which the Western Powers, axcept possibly the US iteelf, will still

be relatively poorly prepared,

L., Under these circumstances can we accept the basle eonclusion of Part I that
by mid-1953 the most critical perioed will have.passed? And if this conclusion is
incorrect does not owr basle stratezy in Pard II require revision, ghiefly in the
direction of accelerating the development of free world strength? In other words,
while the basic principles of owr sirateyy and pollsy are sound, mustn't we hasten

the implementation of these principles?

B. The Crucizl Importance of Western European Tefense is Undarestimoted.

5, Another fundamentzl problem one basic to the entire Heow68 prosran and in
fact to our entire foreign policy, arises from the statenent on page 17 in para, 23
that by midwl953 our strength should be such as to fnornit confMdence in achieving
eventual military victoryeses? in e-ent of global =ar. ¥e copgider that this rstisste
may be basieally incorrect because by m.8-1953 the USSR will still be able t§ orerTUt
Western Eupope, In this event is is difficult to see how anything but prolonged
Btalemate could result, Therefors, how firm is our estimate of ulbtimate victory?

On what is it based? Admittedly the USSR would not be able to invade the Western
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Hemisphere or ‘o cripple the US; on the other hand how would we expect to achieve

military cletory? We would be able o mount a continuing, heavy alr offensive ajainst
Eurgsia, and to hurt the enemy far move than he can hurt uss However, would this be aufw
fieclent to bring ultimete victory as he mearwhile mobilized the r esonrges of Europe
against us? Isn't tls only way to force the USSR to its knees to mount not only a
continuved alr offensive but also to hold a vital area on the Eurasian continent, (and
Western Burope is the only feasible place} from which we can chew up his-conventionsl
strength and threaten the USSE iteelf? Isn't it accepted by the military that if we

lose our foothold in Western Burcpe, we probably will be wmable to recover a bridgehsad
in strength? If we cannot zet back onto the Burasien continent, isn't a prolonged
gtalemate more likely than victory?

6. This analysis is desizned to prove ome major point — that if we are to schieve
ultimate victory instead of stalemate, it may be imperative that we retain & sizeabls
bridgehead in Western Burope, from which we can expend as our mobilization progresses,
and which will permtt us to use short range as well as long range zir rower, Therefore,
isn*t the holding of part of Westerm Burope owr nuzber one strategic priority, more
important even than building up owr own mobilization hase? Mustn't our strategy and
owr prograns be geared to holding a sizeable arsa of Festern Furope at all cosis? What
is the use of tuilding abtese for rapld wartime movilization in the TS itselfl if by the
time this mobilization is completed, we wouls find that Western Purope has heen lost
and eannot berscovered for several more years, If at all. Isn't it betier to dewote
first priority to strengthening owrselves in this sxposed but vital area, to create
a strong covering force that cam hold the vital parts of Western Burope and behind which

we c&n mobilize?

7+ The present draft states in psra, Sh on p. 36 that the bullding of adequats
strangth 4o defens Western Zwrope is om of the thres basic objectives of the KSC 68
prograus. At the sazme time 1t admite in para, 29 that this will probably not be possible
until sometime afier mid~19th. Yel nowhere in the paper is it suggested that this
objective is s o0 fundamental to the achlieverent of cur Wltimate victory that the U8
prograns to acoomplish this objective should be rapidly sterped up. The failurs to
identily the critical nature of this problem and the urgency of revising cur pgograms
to cope with $t 48 & fundarental deficlency of Part II of the present draft report.
This failure also cdlls into guestlon the comclusion to Part I in para. 35 p. 25, that
by mid~1953 we will "have possed s afely through the most critical and danzerous period M
We question whether it is possible to Justify tids conclusien until we are confident
that a sizesblszrea of Wastern Europe is initlally defsmsibls against a Soviet assault,
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8. If the above analysis is cvrrect then it has major implications for our NSC

63 programs. It means that not only must we shift more suphasis from bullding a mobilie
sation base to bullding immediate strength in veing but that we must build this strength
o ,xhat we rust assign far Moher priority
and far more resources. to building up Nf.umral Lisenhowerts forcaﬁ. It means, in

in the vital area — Western “urqu.@,,? '

essenco, that insofar as owr Buropsan HAT allies cammot or will not achieve the miniaum
¥IDP objsotives which SHAFE tells vsare essential , then the US must £i11 up the gap,
mzﬁhss of the cost, Moreover, thig post is by no means bayond our mmurc&. In
over-all terms there might be a HATO 'daficit.“ of 10-15 billion over the next ihres
yoars, only a fraction of the well over 100 billion we plan to spend during that pericd

on US defsnces,
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